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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The prior specification objection and 1 12 rejections are withdrawn due to Applicant's 
amendments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5-8, 11-12, 15-17, 21-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

The Examiner believes that independent claim 1 (amended) does not have the proper 
support in the original specification as filed because the specification does not provide any 
teaching or discussion on a two-dimensional lines/image or its usage with Applicant's claimed 
security document and thus said term(s) is considered new matter. See page 6, lines 12-21 of the 
instant specification explaining a single grid pattern with a 3D effect, nowhere in the 
specification including this page describes merely a two-dimensional image nor describe how a 
two-dimensional image has a three-dimensional appearance. All of the effects described within 
the 6 pages of the instant specification, specifically at pages 3 and 5-6 have only referenced a 3D 
effect, not a 2D image. 
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New claims 22-27 describing how lines change under excitation source and the sources is 
also new matter as such description was not originally filed. 

• Applicant alleges that a single grid pattern is inherently a 2D image, however, the 
grid pattern does not encompass or suggest all be two-dimensional images as 
claimed. The subject matter now claimed was not originally described in the filed 
specification and is therefore considered new matter. 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1-3, 5-8, 1 1-12, 15-17, 21-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the front side" and "the reverse side" in lines 3 and 7. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear if the indicia 
are on the element or the document. 

Claim 1 recites a two-dimensional image that has the appearance of a three-dimensional 
image, which is confusing because the first set of line and second set of lines are on opposite 
sides of the sheet. That means they are separated by the thickness of the document or element. 
They no longer form a 2 dimensional figure. The claim as worded is impossible. Also, if the 
document is paper, how do the lines on each side interact? There's no requirement for 
transparency of the document. 

Most of the dependent claims recite "the lines", which is indefinite since it is not clear as 
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to which set of lines is being referred. 

Claims 6 and 21 recite alternating lines on the front and reverse side, but claim 1 recites 
they are required on both sides. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one >ear prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 1-3, 5-8, 1 1, 15, 17, and 21-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 (b) as being 
anticipated by Zeiter et al. (CA 23335239). 

Zeiter teaches a security (page 6, lines 30-31) (counterfeit-proof, equivalent to against 
copying) having on both sides of a transparent material 10, superimposed, overlapping, and 
identical images 12 and 14, of patterns of broken lines, in a spatial relationship (because said 
lines are the same spaced on both sides, they are in series and complementary), changing also in 
viewing angle, using a mathematical equation (page 6, lines 5-32, and page 7, 10-32, FIG. 1 and 
associated text) resulting in a three dimensional moire effect, observed in reflected light. The 
math equation correlates the angle and distances to the resolution (printing intensity) of the 
image, which is very fine. Zeiter teaches moire images are two-dimensional (page 3, lines 6-10) 
and result from two overlapping patterns. Because the same lines and positioning are employed 
teaching viewing angles, resolution, straight and curved lines, and lightness to darkness effects, 
Zeiter's teaching embraces varying printing intensity and density of claim 2. See page 3, lines 
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20 — 35 and page 7. While Zeiter does not expressly state the exact wording where the two- 
dimensional image is observed in transmitted light, or that the two-dimensional image has the 
appearance of a three-dimensional image; however, Zeiter explains on page 3, lines 5-20 that that 
a two-dimensional image moire effect can use reflecting material (conductive property) to 
change the angle of reflection and prepares a three dimensional moire pattern and effects when 
incorporating trade names and signs (see page 3 lines 18, and 31), and thus is equivalent in 
meaning to a two-dimensional image having an appearance of a three-dimensional image as the 
final view/effect of the two-dimensional moire effect is three-dimensional. Because the lines 
change appearance depending on the viewing angle is the same, then what happens under 
excitation sources are inherent properties. The language of Zeiter thus addresses the limitations 
of instant Claims 1-11, 13-15, 17, and 21-27. 

• Applicant argues that an actual depth of the image is not required but the 2D 
pattern formed by the lines gives a visual impression of a 3D image. As noted 
above, this is confusing language, either the resultant image is 2D or 3D. The 
same lines and positioning is the same, and thus any effect therefrom is inherent. 

• Applicant has submitted an illustrative sample, but it is not clear if this is 
Applicant's own work, as no drawings were previously submitted. Further more, 
one cannot see the 3D appearance as Applicant alleges because the example is not 
the actual piece that the Examiner can touch it and view it to see this effect. Thus, 
Applicant's allegations to Zeiter not anticipating the claims are not convincing. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-3, 5-8, 11-12, 15-17, and 21-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Andric et al. in view of Zeiter. 

Andric teaches a security paper with a watermark (clement) and superimposed, 
overlapping, and identical indicia on both sides that is observed in reflected light and viewed in 
transmitted light (18, 20, 22, Fig. 1 and associated text, 12:1-35) on a paper support (10, Fig. 1), 
where the images are numerals, words, or symbols in any number combination (9:1-10, embraces 
dots, alternating, varying). Regions 40, 42, 44, 46, 48 (Fig. 1) are transparent (thus including a 
region of reduced opacity as per instant claim 12). Also Fig. 2 teaches a similar paper, including 
any pigments to increase opacity. The images are printed using fluorescent or magnetic inks 
(13:1-15, same material as magnetic so the excitation what happens under excitation sources are 
inherent properties). The language of Andric thus addresses the limitations of instant Claims 1- 
3,5-8, 11-12, 15-17, and 21-27. 

Andric does not teach the indicia are two-dimensional when observed in transmitted light 
or having the appearance of a three-dimensional image (Claims 1-3, 5-8, 11-12, and 17). 

Zeiter teaches a security (page 6, lines 30-31) (counterfeit-proof, equivalent to against 
copying) having on both sides of a transparent material 10, superimposed, overlapping, and 
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identical images 12 and 14, of patterns of broken lines, in a spatial relationship (because said 
lines are the same spaced on both sides, they are in series and complementary), changing also in 
viewing angle, using a mathematical equation (page 6, lines 5-32, and page 7, 10-32, FIG. 1 and 
associated text) resulting in a three dimensional moire effect, observed in reflected light. The 
math equation correlates the angle and distances to the resolution (printing intensity) of the 
image, which is very fine. Zeiter teaches moire images are two-dimensional (page 3, lines 6-10) 
and result from two overlapping patterns. Because the same lines and positioning are employed 
teaching viewing angles, resolution, straight and curved lines, and lightness to darkness effects, 
Zeiter's teaching embraces varying printing intensity and density of claim 2. See page 3, lines 
20 — 35 and page 7. While Zeiter does not expressly state the exact wording where the two- 
dimensional image is observed in transmitted light, or that the two-dimensional image has the 
appearance of a three-dimensional image; however, Zeiter explains on page 3, lines 5-20 that that 
a two-dimensional image moire effect can use reflecting material (conductive) to change the 
angle of reflection and prepares a three dimensional moire pattern and effects when 
incorporating trade names and signs (see page 3 lines 18, and 31), and thus is equivalent in 
meaning to a two-dimensional image having an appearance of a three-dimensional image as the 
final view/effect of the two-dimensional moire effect is three-dimensional. Because the lines 
change appearance depending on the viewing angle is the same, then what happens under 
excitation sources are inherent properties. The language of Zeiter thus addresses the limitations 
of instant Claims 1-11, 13-15, and 17. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to have modified 
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the teaching of Andric to include or use two dimensional images appearing three dimensional 

because Zeiter teaches a similar security produces an optical effect as an aid to prevent 

counterfeiting as cited above. 

• Applicant argues that Zeiter forms an actual 3D moire image, but the lines are 
not used to represent a 2D image with a 3D visual impression. However, the 
claims do not recite this, but a two-dimensional image having the appearance 
of a three-dimensional image, which Zeiter teaches two-dimensional moire 
images are made to appear three-dimensional as set forth above. And because 
the same lines and positioning are employed teaching viewing angles, 
resolution, straight and curved lines, and lightness to darkness effects, Zeiter' s 
teaching embraces varying printing intensity and density of claim 2. 

10. Claims 12 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zeiter 

et al. (CA 2335239) in view of Doublet et al. 

Zeiter essentially teaches the claimed invention above. 

Zeiter does not expressly teach a paper support, while using cardboard-type supports (per 
instant claims 12 and 16). 

Doublet teaches a paper having print on it having transparent areas to make a sheet very 
difficult to reproduce with a copier (5:50-68). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to have modified the 
Zeiter reference to include or use a reduced opacity paper in regions as claimed because Doublet 
teaches a paper having print on it having transparent areas to make a sheet very difficult to 
reproduce with a copier (5:50-68). 
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• Applicant has not argued this rejection and thus is maintained. 
Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to TAMRA L. DICUS whose telephone number is (571)272-1519. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:00-4:30 p.m., alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Terrel Morris can be reached on 571-272-1478. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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